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Abstract: Following Chan and coworkers’ (2008) research, the current study integrated Hunt and
Vitell’s (1986) ethics perspective and Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) to present a model that
explains consumers’ intention to “Bring Your Own Shopping Bags” (BYOB) with grocery shopping.
The proposed model is empirically validated in Taiwan. Based on a survey of 601 respondents,
the findings suggest that consumers’ deontological evaluation is positively related to their attitude,
subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control, while teleological evaluation is positively related
to perceived behavioral control only. In addition, the results also indicate that consumers’ attitude and
perceived behavioral control has a positive relationship with BYOB intention, while subjective norm
does not have a signification relationship with BYOB intention. In sum, this study contributes to the
literature by providing insights for applying general ethics and theory of planned behavior to explain
consumers’ BYOB behavior. The results also provide policy makers guidelines regarding BYOB.
Managerial implications and research limitations are discussed at the end of this paper.
Keywords: sustainability; bring your own shopping bags; general theory of marketing ethics;
theory of planned behavior
1. Introduction
In the last few decades, the public concern for the environment has kept increasing and emerged
as an issue with global significance [1–3]. Such concerns have led to great changes in consumer
attitudes and behaviors toward sustainability [4,5]. Definitions of “sustainability” vary, but most
revolve around the idea of preserving the environment for future generations [6]. In this vein,
sustainable consumption refers to purchase, use, and disposal of products in a manner which reduces
environmental harms [7]. Despite the increasing salience for being greener (due to, for example, climate
change and environmental legislation) [8], existing studies on sustainable consumption have focused
mainly on organic food consumption [9–12], recycling [13,14] and other green behaviors [2,7,15].
Although consumers may be aware of the importance of sustainability and are willing to adopt
the greener option when being surveyed, the actual adoption rate is surprisingly low [1]. In fact,
the literature indicates an intention–behavior gap regarding to green consumption [16,17]. Consumers
may pretend to adopt the greener option when being surveyed to cater to the public expectation but
do not necessarily adopt the greener action in practice. Take plastic bags as an example, although most
consumers are aware that plastic bags endanger the environment, unfortunately, many consumers
would still choose plastic bags instead of BYOB (i.e., Bring Your Own Shopping Bags) [18,19]. This is
probably because plastic bags are convenient and easy to access [20,21]. However, plastic bags lead to
serious threats to the environment [22–24]. It is one of the world’s most frequently used and heavily
consumed products [23–25], but most plastic bags are disposed of after single usage [26,27]. Degraded
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plastic bags could release toxic gas into the air, and contaminate the agricultural soil and water [26,28].
Moreover, most plastic bags are not fully biodegraded, but break into smaller pieces. When consumed
by animals, suffocation and death could occur [28,29]. In addition, the lightweight design causes
plastic bags to travel easily by air and water, creating fields of litter and clogging sewers [28].
Based on the above descriptions, there is a need for academic research to better understand
why consumers would choose plastic bags over BYOB. A brief review on the literature suggests that
existing research on sustainability focuses on topics such as green energy [30,31], recycling [13,14,32],
and organic food consumption [10–12,33,34]. To our surprise, few studies tried to explore the BYOB
issue [18,24,35]. In the existing studies on BYOB, most studies focus on the practical issues such as
the number of plastic bags consumed or government policy on BYOB. Only few studies actually
focused on the academic perspective (e.g., consumers’ intention on BYOB). Among the exceptions,
one particular study is Chan and coworkers’ (2008) research. Based on Chan and coworkers’ (2008)
research, the present study aims to expand their model with the ethics perspective, or the deontological
evaluation and teleological evaluation [36]. Based on the integrative model proposed, academics
would have a better understanding regarding to consumers’ BYOB behavior.
In other words, this study integrated Hunt and Vitell’s (1986) ethics perspective (i.e., the H-V
model) and the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) on consumers’ BYOB behavior. Previous research
has applied the TPB theory in various contexts, but none has applied it on BYOB, they did not import
the ethics theory perspective on BYOB. The H-V model has drawn increasing attention from academics
on ethical consumption recently, as it is believed to play a critical role in consumers’ decision-making
process. Thus, this study argues that ethics theory is a neglected factor in existing studies and should
be included in the literature. The rest of this paper is organized as follows. This study draws on
relevant literature in Section 2. On the ethics perspective and TPB, Section 3 develops the hypotheses
and proposes an integrative model. In the Section 4, this study presents the research design, measures
and data collection. The results are discussed in Section 5. Section 6 summarizes the findings and
provides research limitations.
2. Theoretical Underpinning
2.1. General Theory of Marketing Ethics
In the ethics literature, prior research applies moral philosophies as the theory framework to
explain individual’s decision-making process with ethical dilemmas [36]. Hunt and Vitell’s (1986)
General Theory of Marketing Ethics is considered as one of the representative in ethics theory, since it
posits that an individual’s ethical judgment is a function of his/her deontological evaluation (DE) and
teleological evaluation (TE) [37]. Deontological evaluation is defined as an individual who applies
his/her norms on the alternatives without considering its following consequences [37,38]. DE suggests
that an individual has the duty to do things that are inherently right, such as BYOB [29]. In addition,
TE refers to an individual’s evaluation of the total of goodness versus badness likely to be perceived by
each alternative and subsequent behavior [38,39]. In the literature, numerous studies have supported
the influence of DE and TE on consumer’s decision-making process [40]. For example, Yoon (2011)
adopted both DE and TE to explain individual’s decision-making process [36]. Similar findings have
been reported in Mayo and Mark’s [41] study, which indicates that both DE and TE have a significant
impact on consumer’s ethical judgments. Overall, the literature verifies the critical role both DE and
TE played in individual’s decision-making process.
2.2. Theory of Planned Behavior
The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) proposes that an individual’s behavior is determined by
his/her intention [42,43]. TRA proposes two major antecedents of behavioral intention: subjective
norm and consumer’s attitude towards the behavior [43]. Due to the limitations of TRA [44,45], scholars
later propose TPB with an additional factor: perceived behavioral control (PBC) [46,47]. PBC refers to
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an individual’s perception of his/her ability to perform certain behavior [44,45]. TPB is applied in the
sustainable consumption literature frequently, such as studies on organic food consumption [48,49],
fair trade products [45], and with green marketing [50].
3. Hypothesis Development
Figure 1 presents the overall conceptual framework and delineates the proposed relationships
among the constructs in this study.
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3.1. The Positive Relationship between Deontological Evaluation and Consumer’s Attitude, Subjective Norm,
and Perceived Behavioral Control
The H-V model identifies DE as the inherent righteousness of a behavior through personal
values [37]. It refers to a person’s obligation to perform/not perform an action [36,51]. Accordingly,
a deontological consumer would act based on his/her belief [52]. In the literature, a recent study
discusses co sumer’s willingness to pay a premium for ethical fashion [53], which means clothing made
under ethical/green regulations. In the BYOB setting, BYOB is the gre ner option for con umers to
adopt since it could decrease environmental pollution and enhance sustainability. Thus, for consumers
who hold a DE belief on sustainability, BYOB would be considered as an obligation that needs to be
performed because it is the “right” thing to do. The TPB theory could reinforce the statement since it
states that belief could shape consumer’s attitude, norms, and perceived behavior control [43]. In TPB,
attitude means an individual’s overall favorableness for a specific behavior [43,44]; subjective norms
refer to perceived social pressure to perform a specific behavior [5]; and perceived behavioral control
means perceived ease/difficulty in implementation [54]. Accordingly, consumers with DE orientation
would be more likely to generate a higher level of favorable ess towards BYOB, which, in accordance
with prior studies [33,55], could be interpreted as a higher attitude on BYOB. Similarly, consumers
with DE orientation would be more likely t perceive the social pressure on BYOB from others since
it is considered as a prevailing environmental belief [38]. Thus, it is likely that consumers with DE
orientation would hold higher subjective norm on BYOB. Similarly, consumers with DE orientation are
more likely to be perceived with the ability to perform BYOB since consumers with DE orientation are
stronger believers, which could lead to higher faith in their ability on BYOB [38]. Thus, we argue that
DE is also likely to influence perceived behavioral control. Accordingly, the following hypotheses in
the BYOB context are formulated:
Hypothesis 1 (H1a). Deontological evaluation has a positive influence on attitude.
Hypothesis 1 (H1b). Deontological evaluation has a positive influence on subjective norm.
Hypothesis 1 (H1c). Deontological evaluation has a positive influence on perceived behavioral control.
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3.2. The Positive Relationship between Teleological Evaluation and Green Consumers’ Attitude,
Subjective Norm, and Perceived Behavioral Control
Another central feature in the H-V model is how individuals apply a teleological perspective
to resolve an ethical dilemma [56]. According to Hunt and Vasquez-Parraga (1993) [39], TE could
be explained as the prediction of the consequences of behavior; estimation of the probabilities of
consequences; and assessment of the importance of stakeholders involved. The TE perspective assesses
the goodness/badness of the consequences which may result from the adoption of each possible
alternative [37,56]. That is, an individual with TE orientation would decide to act on a certain way
after weighing all the possibilities and consequences [41,52]. Based on this, it is possible for a TE
oriented consumer to adopt BYOB if he/she believes that BYOB is the better option. Following this,
consumers with TE orientation would believe that BYOB is better since it can do good to the majority
of the stakeholders (i.e., in this case, the other consumers, the society, the wild animals, and other
related groups), when compared to the adoption of plastic bags. As a result, consumers with TE
orientation would be more likely to generate a higher level of attitude towards BYOB; to perceive
the social pressure on BYOB; and to be perceived that they can perform BYOB. This statement could
be reinforced by the TPB theory which indicates the casual relationship between belief and attitude,
social norm, and perceived behavioral control [57]. Thus, this study postulates that consumers with
higher TE orientation could generate higher attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral
control on BYOB. Accordingly, the following hypotheses were proposed:
Hypothesis 2 (H2a). Teleological evaluation has a positive impact on attitude.
Hypothesis 2 (H2b). Teleological evaluation has a positive impact on subjective norm.
Hypothesis 2 (H2c). Teleological evaluation has a positive impact on perceived behavioral control.
3.3. The Positive Relationship between Consumers’ Attitude and BYOB Intention
Consumers’ attitude is a key determinant of behavioral intention [47,57]. It refers to an individual’s
feeling of favor/disfavor to perform a certain behavior [58]. The TPB theory states that the more
favorably an individual evaluates to perform a certain behavior, the more likely the individual would
intend to perform that behavior [43,58]. In the literature, numerous studies support the argument,
or a positive relationship between consumers’ attitude and intention. For instance, Ma and Littrell [45]
suggested that young US female consumers’ attitude towards fair trade products is positively related
to their purchase intention. Similarly, Wan and Cheung [42] found that university students’ higher
attitude towards recycling leads to higher intention on recycling. In sum, the literature indicates that
consumers with stronger attitude towards sustainability are more willing to adopt green options.
Although the relationship between consumer’s attitude and BYOB intention has not been verified in
the literature, it can be postulated that the link would be positive, based on the similar findings in the
literature [18,55,59]. Thus, it is hypothesized that:
Hypothesis 3 (H3). Consumers’ attitude towards BYOB has a positive impact on BYOB intention.
3.4. The Positive Relationship between Consumers’ Subjective Norm and BYOB Intention
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) initially described subjective norm as one of the main predictors of
behavioral intentions when examining individuals’ decision-making processes [58]. It is referred to
as the social pressure an individual perceives to perform a certain behavior [42,60]. In the literature,
numerous studies consistently indicate that higher subjective norm leads to higher intention [46,54,55].
For instance, a recent study on consumer’s intention to stay at green hotels suggests that higher
subjective norm leads to higher intention to stay at a green hotel [61]. This argument is further
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reinforced by another study which cross examined the subjective norm–intention relationship in
several markets [50]. Since BYOB is becoming a major norm in the society [35], consumers are more
likely to perceive the norm of BYOB, which would consequently lead to higher intention to BYOB.
Thus, it is argued:
Hypothesis 4 (H4). Consumers’ subjective norm has a positive impact on BYOB intention.
3.5. The Positive Relationship between Green Consumers’ Perceived Behavioral Control and BYOB Intention
In the TPB theory, perceived behavioral control is another major element [58]. It concerns
an individual’s perceived ease/difficulty in implementing a certain behavior in question [54].
TPB theory states that, if an individual perceives higher behavioral control in himself/herself, he/she
is likely to generate higher intention [47]. In the literature, the impact of perceived behavioral control
on consumers’ behavioral intention has been verified by many studies [34,62]. For example, a prior
study suggests that higher perceived behavioral control leads to higher intention on organic food
consumption [34]. Since BYOB is considered a green option similar to organic food consumption [35,63],
it can be argued that such a relationship could also exist in the BYOB setting. That is, higher perceived
behavioral control on BYOB leads to higher intention on BYOB. Based on the aforementioned findings,
it is hypothesized that:
Hypothesis 5 (H5). Perceived behavioral control has a positive impact on consumer’s BYOB intention.
4. Methods
4.1. Questionnaire Design
A self-administered questionnaire was developed to verify the hypotheses and research
framework. To ensure content validity, all variables in this study were measured by scalable items
adapted from previous studies, and the content of questionnaire items were revised properly in the
BYOB context. The questionnaire consisted of seven sections: deontological evaluation, teleological
evaluation, attitude, subjective norm, perceived behavioral control, BYOB intention, and demographic
information. In the beginning of the questionnaire, a definition of BYOB was informed to respondents.
An additional item was designed to screen participants with BYOB behavior in the last sixth
months only. Participants that never BYOB before nor in the last six months were deleted from
further analysis. This approach ensured that each participant has both knowledge and experience
of BYOB. The questionnaire was translated from English into Chinese and was reviewed by native
speakers for potential syntax errors. Several academics and experts of the subject were invited to review
the questionnaire before distribution, to assure content validity. Subsequently, a pretest was conducted
to ensure the quality and the clarity of each construct. Based on the responses from 30 respondents
from a variety of job positions and industries, few minor changes were adjusted. Overall, the pretest
suggested that the questionnaire is understandable and clearly communicated.
4.2. Definitions and Measurements of the Constructs
Five-point scales were used for all psychometric measures and, where nothing else is mentioned,
response categories ranged from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”. Following previous
research [37,39], DE was operationalized as the belief that an act is morally right, regardless of the
consequences of the act. Adopting the definition, this study follows prior studies’ items to measure
DE [18]. Similarly, TE was defined as the belief that an act is good/bad based on the consequences
of the act [37,39]. In operationalization, seven items were adapted based on existing literature [18].
Moreover, this study follows prior study by defining attitude as the level of favorable/unfavorable
evaluation of a certain behavior [55]. Participants rated their general attitudes toward BYOB using
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items based on prior studies [33,46]. Subjective norm was defined as the perceived social pressure to
accept/act in a certain behavior [62]. Six items from prior studies [5,64] were adapted for the survey.
In addition, this study followed Wan and coworkers’ (2012) definition on perceived behavioral control
as “the perception of an individual’s ability to perform a certain behavior” [42]. In operationalization,
seven items were adapted from prior studies to measure perceived behavioral control [18,54].
Finally, BYOB intention was adapted from prior study as “the willingness of an individual to
BYOB [62]”. Scales proposed by prior studies [33,65] were used for the measurement of BYOB intention.
4.3. Data Collection and the Sample Profile
The survey was conducted in Taiwan for several reasons [63]. Taiwan is densely populated and
the environment is heavily polluted [66], which made BYOB an official policy and most consumers are
aware of it [67]. According to the Taiwan Environmental Protection Administration, billions of plastic
bags are consumed annually on the island. As a result, plastic bag levies are imposed on merchants
to restrain usage, and encourage consumers to BYOB [65]. Therefore, a study of BYOB behavior in
Taiwan is not only theoretical, but also of great practical value, especially for policy makers. The survey
questionnaire was distributed by email to consumers at urban areas in Taipei, between November 2015
and February 2016. Attached in the email in electronic form, each respondent received a cover letter
that explained the purpose of this research and guaranteed the anonymity to erase privacy concerns.
It also encouraged respondents to answer the questions as honestly as possible since there was no
right or wrong answer in it. Since the questionnaire was responded via Internet, it is assumed that
the majority respondents filled the questionnaire in private via their personal computers, notebooks,
or even mobile digital devices such as smart phones or tablets. Research suggests that individuals are
likely to suffer from conformity pressures when others are present [15]. In this survey, the internet
was used as a channel to collect data so that the majority respondents could at least, to some extent,
minimize the chances of social desirability bias. The sample was selected based on convenience
sampling, since the majority of consumers in Taiwan have BYOB experience due to government
promotion and support. Each respondent was asked to provide general demographic information,
including gender, age, educational level, income, and marital status. Finally, 680 questionnaires were
collected, and 601 were used in the analysis. Incomplete and unreliable responses (e.g., those who had
no practice of BYOB before or within the last six months) were dropped.
Table 1 presents the demographic information. The sample consisted of 30.12% male
and 69.88% female. The majority of respondents were between 20 and 29 years old (67.89%),
86.69% of respondents were single, 11.81% were married, and 77.54% of respondents obtained at
a university degree. For occupation, the largest group was comprised of students (61.73%). More than
half of the respondents had an average monthly income of 20,000 NT dollars (1 U.S. dollar = 33 NT
dollars) or below (55.41%). Regarding BYOB frequency, 26% had BYOB once a week, followed by
25.5% respondents who BYOB once a month. Thus, this study concludes that young and unmarried
females with a bachelor’s degree are the majority of the sample.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of respondents.
Characteristic Categories Frequency Percentage
Gender
Male 181 30.12%
Female 420 69.88%
Age
20 or under 96 15.97%
20–29 408 67.89%
30–39 54 8.99%
40–49 19 3.16%
50–59 16 2.66%
Above 60 8 1.33%
Education
High school 15 2.50%
Bachelor’s degree 466 77.54%
Postgraduate and above 120 19.97%
Occupation
Student 371 61.73%
Blue-collar worker 1 0.17%
Office worker 144 23.96%
Managerial employee 41 6.82%
Civil servant 4 0.67%
Other 40 6.66%
Marital Status
Single 521 86.69%
Married 71 11.81%
Divorced 4 0.67%
Living with partner 5 0.83%
Monthly Income
20,000 or under 333 55.41%
20,001–40,000 131 21.80%
40,001–60,000 86 14.31%
60,001–80,000 31 5.16%
80,001 and above 20 3.33%
BYOB Frequency
More than once a week 152 25.3%
Once a week 156 26.0%
Once in two weeks 76 12.6%
Once a month 153 25.5%
Less than once a month 64 10.6%
4.4. Limitations in Methodology
Based on the methods regarding data collection, this study suffers from the following
potential limitations. Readers should be cautious when generalizing the results into other
contexts. First, this study collected data based on a convenience method. The results presented
may not accurately catch the total population in Taiwan. For example, the majority respondents
hold a bachelor’s degree while only 50% of Taiwanese population have a bachelor’s degree.
Second, most respondents tended to be younger, when compared with other studies. Literature
suggests that younger consumers and senior consumers might hold different attitudes towards
sustainability. Third, another important oversight in data collection is the potential impact of
descriptive norms. Respondents could pretend to submit their responses based on what is the “desired”
answer regardless of their true attitude and intention.
5. Empirical Results
5.1. Reliability and Validity
The SPSS software package was utilized for statistical analyses, and LISREL was employed to
analyze the proposed model. The scales were examined via exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to
identify poor fit items, and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for measure purification [68]. Based on
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prior study [69], the criteria for acceptable psychometric properties require that: (1) loadings in a CFA
exceed 0.70; and (2) loadings are greater than their cross-loadings. Following the criteria, few items
were removed from the following analysis. A factor analysis with the remaining items was conducted
again and it indicated acceptable results. Reliability was calculated via an examination of Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients. The results of the reliability analysis suggested the Cronbach’s alpha ranges from
0.864 to 0.957 across all measures, which indicated adequate fit [70].
Convergent validity was examined by calculating the average variance extracted (AVE) value
of each construct [69]. The results in Table 2 indicated that all AVE values were above 0.50 (range
0.55–0.81), which suggested adequate convergent validity. Two criteria were applied to examine
the discriminant validity [69]: (1) the square root of AVE (i.e., leading diagonal in Table 3) should
be larger than the inter-construct correlation; and (2) indicators should load more strongly on their
corresponding construct than on other constructs in the model. The results in the factor analysis and
Table 3 indicated adequate fit. In sum, the measurement results were satisfactory and suggested to
proceed with the evaluation of the structural model.
Table 2. Validity and reliability of the reflective constructs.
Constructs Indicator StandardizedFactor Loading t-Value
Measurement
Error CR AVE
Deontological evaluation
DE1 0.77 — 0.41
0.83 0.55
DE2 0.74 16.01 0.46
DE3 0.73 23.05 0.47
DE4 0.72 16.50 0.48
Teleological evaluation
TE1 0.92 — 0.15
0.92 0.78TE2 0.90 33 0.19
TE3 0.83 28.17 0.31
Attitude
AT3 0.81 — 0.35
0.82 0.60AT5 0.72 19.25 0.49
AT7 0.79 18.61 0.38
Subjective norm
SN3 0.91 — 0.18
0.91 0.77SN4 0.90 31.64 0.19
SN5 0.83 27.27 0.32
Perceived behavioral
control
PBC2 0.89 — 0.22
0.92 0.79PBC4 0.89 29.03 0.21
PBC5 0.89 29 0.21
Intentional Behavior
IB1 0.88 — 0.23
0.95 0.81
IB2 0.88 31.53 0.22
IB4 0.93 35.57 0.13
IB5 0.88 31.56 0.22
IB6 0.92 34.96 0.15
Table 3. Discriminant validity and correlation of the latent variable scores.
Constructs Mean SD DE TE AT SN PBC IN
DE 4.00 0.74 0.73
TE 4.31 0.72 0.62 *** 0.88
AT 3.66 0.85 0.49 *** 0.45 *** 0.77
SN 3.562 0.82 0.37 *** 0.35 *** 0.60 *** 0.87
PBC 4.09 0.77 0.53 *** 0.57 *** 0.56 *** 0.51 *** 0.88
IB 4.11 0.79 0.57 *** 0.58 *** 0.62 *** 0.49 *** 0.81 *** 0.89
Notes: Square root of AVE presented on the diagonal; *** p < 0.01.
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5.2. Structural Model
The effects proposed in the model and their significance were analyzed via structural equation
modeling (SEM) [71]. Figure 2 depicts the results of the model and Table 4 indicates the model fit
statistics. Following Bagozzi and Yi, the overall fit in Table 4 (GFI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.7, NFI = 0.98,
CFI = 0.98) suggested good fit [72]. Table 5 shows that DE exerted a positive direct effect on attitude
(β = 0.66, t = 7.79), subjective norm (β = 0.51, t = 6.23), and perceived behavioral control (β = 0.57,
t = 7.89), respectively. TE also exerted a positive direct effect on perceived behavioral control (β = 0.20,
t = 3.21), while its influence on attitude (β = 0.08, t = 1.12) and subjective norm (β = 0.00, t = 0.03)
was not supported. In addition, the results suggested that attitude exerted a positive direct effect on
BYOB intention (β = 0.32, t = 6.56), and perceived behavioral control also exerted a positive direct
effect on BYOB intention (β = 0.72, t = 19.44), thereby is consistent with prior studies [42,44,73].
Finally, the relationship between subjective norm and BYOB intention was not supported (β = −0.07,
t = 1.88). The structural analysis results are further summarized in Table 5.Sustainability 2018, 10, x FOR PEER REVIEW 9 of 14 
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Table 4. Model fit statistics.
Fit Indices Cut-Off Value Fit Statistics Evaluation
χ2/df 2~5 3.97 Satisfactory
GFI >0.9 .90 Satisfactory
AGFI >0.8 0.87 Satisfactory
RMSEA <0.08 0.07 Satisfactory
NFI >0.9 0.98 Satisfactory
CFI >0.9 0.98 Satisfactory
IFI >0.9 0.98 Satisfactory
Table 5. Testing results of the struct ral model.
Hypothesis β t Statistics Result
H1a 0.66 7.79 *** Supported
H1b 0.51 6.23 *** Supported
H1c 0.57 7.89 *** Supported
H2a 0.08 1.12 Not supported
H2b 0.00 0.03 Not supported
H2c 0.20 3.21 ** Supported
H3 0.32 6.56 *** Supported
H4 −0.07 −1.88 Not supported
H5 0.72 19.44 *** Supported
Notes: ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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6. Discussion
This study proposed and tested an integrative model from TPB and ethical perspective underlying
BYOB context. The results indicated that DE has a positive impact on attitude, subjective norm,
and perceived behavioral control. TE exerted a positive direct effect on perceived behavioral control,
but not on attitude and subjective norm. In addition, both attitude and perceived behavioral control
exerted a positive effect on BYOB intention. Surprisingly, subjective norm did not exert a positive
effect on BYOB intention, which was inconsistent with prior findings [18]. Below, this study generates
several important academic and practical implications.
6.1. Theoretical Application
Several theoretical implications were able to be derived from the empirical results. First, this study
provides empirical evidence via extending Chan and coworkers’ (2008) and Lam and Chen’s (2006)
work on BYOB. Chan and coworkers’ (2008) study explains how consumers’ BYOB behavior is
influenced via ethical concerns. This study contributes to the literature by integrating ethics theory
with TPB in conjunction to examine consumer’s willingness to BYOB. The application of the TPB in the
context of BYOB has been demonstrated by the results of this study. BYOB intentions were influenced
by consumers’ attitude, and perceived behavioral control. Surprisingly, the results suggested that TE is
not a major factor in consumers’ BYOB decision-making process. This could be contributed to the place
of this survey. From the historical perspective, the advancement of economics and modernization in
Taiwan was only decades ago. Some consumers in Taiwan would be still following Chinese tradition
on money-making and ignore other stakeholder groups’ interests, such as BYOB. This could explain
why TE played a limited role in the proposed model. This argument could be further reinforced from
a cultural perspective. According to Hofstede’s cultural dimension theory [74–76], people in Taiwan
are highly masculine oriented. This means, culturally speaking, that consumers in Taiwan would focus
on money-making and the weekly working hours in Taiwan are also among the highest in the world.
People usually purchase take-out meals from restaurants and do not have time to cook for themselves
due to the pressures from work. Thus, consumers in Taiwan could focus on their interest first and
choose to ignore or do not have time to assess other stakeholders’ interests.
Another insignificant relationship is subjective norm towards BYOB intention. Again, one possible
explanation could be contributed to the cultural dimension theory. In Hofstede’s cultural
dimension theory, local consumers in Taiwan were considered as high power-distance oriented.
Despite the governments’ high promotion of BYOB, consumers in Taiwan may not feel comfortable to
express their true opinion regarding BYOB due to high power-distance between the government and
individuals. This could explain why the societal norm on BYOB was already well established but did
not exert a positive direct effect on BYOB intention.
6.2. Implications for Practitioners
This study’s findings have generated several implications for practitioners. First, the results
suggest that both attitude and perceived behavioral control exerted a positive direct effect BYOB
intention, while subjective norm did not. Thus, policy makers should spend resources on shaping
consumers’ attitude and perceived behavioral control. Using resources on getting a norm of
BYOB would result in limited efforts, when compared to attitude and perceived behavioral control.
From a practical point of view, the government should reshape consumer’s attitude on BYOB
by holding seminars or making commercials on TV since it is related to intention. In addition,
the government should invest in activities that would make consumers think BYOB is easy to access
and everyone can have control over himself/herself on BYOB.
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6.3. Directions for Future Research
Despite its contributions, this study is not without limitations. First, the theoretical basis of
this study is not novel. While it is justified to first explore BYOB with ethics perspective and TPB,
future investigations with other novel theories will help further assess our understanding on BYOB.
Second, the study was limited to mainly young consumers. Future research can expand this study
by including both young consumers and senior consumers, and by comparing the findings from the
two groups’ perspective since the literature suggests that there is a significant difference between the
two group’s attributes. Third, this study focused on consumers’ intention only. Thus, we encourage
future studies to add and explore the impact of other potential influencing factors in a more macro
perspective, such as the influence of the government, the role of shopkeepers, and some macro
environmental factors such as ecosystems and infrastructures that may influence BYOB intentions.
Finally, future studies could consider to add moderators or new variables to further assess the external
validity of the proposed model.
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